Introduction
In a recent article Chenqing Song (2014) and 作 MChi. tsâk / tsak 'to act' (Song 2014: 99) in the same phonetic series. Song reviews two previous proposals (1) 'the voiced stop coda hypothesis' and (2) 'the open syllable hypothesis' to explain these data and she fnds them both wanting. She ofers a new proposal that employs a the reconstruction of voiced and voiceless stop fnals (exactly opposite in distribution to those in the system of Li Fang-kuei) in the ancestor of Chinese and Tibetan, with the lexical difusion of the loss of the inherited voiceless series paradoxically both at the time of the script's invention and during the time of the 詩經 Shījīng compilation, explaining the relevant oddities in phonetic series and rhyme practice. The comparison of Tibetan voiced fnals with Chinese voiceless fnals serves as a keystone to her argument.
Unfortunately, every step in Song's reasoning is faulty and nearly every claim she makes about Tibetan is false. André-Georges Haudricourt long ago solved the 'stop coda problem' in a duly famous article (1954); Song's article contributes nothing and indeed risks propagating misconceptions both old and new. (Li 1971 (Li : 24-27, 1974 (Bodman 1980 : 52, Baxter 1992 : 308-319, Baxter & Sagart 2014 3 ). It is easy to cite further researchers who also accept Haudricourt's proposal (e.g. Jaxantov 1978 -79: 38, Starostin 1989 , Zhengzhang 2000 , Schuessler 2007 . Aside from these and many other publications, such easily accessible sources as the drjoH 'to pass', as pointed out by Baxter (1992: 327) , is that with the Middle Chinese readings 莫 muo C / muH < OChi. *mâkh / *mˤak-s and 除 ḍjwo C / drjoH < OChi. *r-lah / *lra-s we have here a perfect rhyme of *-ah / *-as with *-ah / *-as, since this poem dates to after the simplifcation of *akh / *-aks to *ah / *-as.
The voiced stop coda hypothesis
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Because the 'stop coda problem' was solved in 1954 and lucid descriptions of its solution are available in numerous publications, some of which Song claims to have consulted, in principle there is no need to consider her own proposed solution. However, because many of her views about Tibetan risk spreading from her article to other publications, the arguments for her own solution to the 'stop coda problem' merit detailed refutation.
Orthographically voiced Tibetan fnals
Concern that Song may lack sufcient familiarity with Tibetan to execute her goals begins at her selection of minimal pairs to exhibit the language's voicing contrast. A pair like བ་ ba 'cow' and ཕ་ pha 'father' is more indicative than ག་ gwa 'white forehead' versus ཀ་ kwa 'alas'. The word ག་ gwa was unknown to me before reading Song's article. She presumably takes it from the well known dictionary of Zhang, which defnes it as གནག་ ཕགས་དང་ར་སགས་ཀ་དཔལ་བ་ནས་ ས་རའ་བར་དཀར་པ་ gnag phyugs-daṅ rta sogs-kyi dpral-ba nas sna rtseḫi bar dkar-po 'the white between the forehead and tip of the nose of yaks, cattle, horses, etc. ' (1980: 379) , not a prime candidate for core vocabulary. Both ག་ gwa and ཀ་ kwa contain the medial -w-, which is exceedingly rare in Tibetan vocabulary; the word ཀ་ kwa, aside form being a clear case of onomatopoeia, begins with an unaspirated initial, a telltale sign that it does not belong to Tibetan inherited vocabulary (Hill 2007) .
Despite their exoticness, the pair ག་ gwa and ཀ་ kwa exhibit the fact that Tibetan has a voicing contrast in onset position.
Song's treatment of Tibetan continues with the claim that we "do not have historical records that describe the phonetic value of these sounds" (2014: 112). In fact, Tibetan sports a long and lively indigenous grammatical tradition that includes detailed discussions of phonetics (Miller 1976 , 1993 , Verhagen 1993 , 2001 ). Untempted by the structuralist view that the underlying representation of a segment in a position without contrasts is itself a meaningless question, Song decides to 'take the position' that the orthographically voiced stops of in coda position were underlyingly voiced (2014: 112). As internal evidence in support of this view she cites the behavior of "a closed set of 'dependent particles', which include the sentence fnal particle, and the 離合 lihe particle" (2014: 112). She continues in a footnote with the remark that the "term 'dependent particles', is used by Tibetan grammarians because these particles are somewhat dependent on the neighboring phonological environment" (2014: 112). With her ignorance of the grammatical tradition's discussion of phonology in mind, it is gratifying to here see an acknowledgement that the Tibetan grammatical tradition indeed exists.
Nonetheless, her view that this tradition writes in English and Chinese is bafing. I know of no Tibetan equivalent for the English word 'particle'; the Tibetans are lucky to lack such a vague and unhelpful notion. The '離 合 lihe particle' (a term that is new to me) is called by the Tibetans འབད་སད་ ḫbyed-sdud and when teaching Tibetan in English I call it an 'interrogative converb'. Song notes that this and the རགས་ཚག་ rdzogs-tshig morpheme are written with the same letter than ends the preceding word. Normally this sufxation results in an apparent voiced geminate, e.g. བཅད་ད་ bcad-do 'cut'.
Although the basic facts are right, Song misses a few important points. 物 MChi. mjwət / mjut, Jp. mono < modo 'thing' Song admits that the interpretation of these Japanese words as loans from Chinese is controversial (2014: 118 note 21). Indeed, in the opinio communis two of these three are reconstructible to proto-Japanese: Jp.
Mugi < OJp. muNki₁ < Proto-Jp. *munki 'wheat' (Martin 1987: 487) , Jp. mono < OJp. mo₂no₂ < Proto-Jp. *mənə (Martin 1987: 485 ). Song's reconstruction modo, which she omits an asterisks from, appears to be motivated only by a desire to present the word as a Chinese loan. The third word, Jp. fude < OJp. puNte 'writing brush', although obviously not reconstructible to a period before writing, is built with native morphology or may involve a Korean loan (Martin 1987: 416 ). Song's brushing aside of these standard explanations, in favor of merely positing her interpretation of these words as Chinese loans without explanation, cannot convince. At a minimum, she should have explained how the vowel correspondences are accounted for in an analysis of these words as loans. Finally, even if these three words were loans, they argue not for Chinese voiced fnals, but for pre-nasalized fnals, as voiced stops in modern Japanese originate from Old Japanese pre-nasalized stops and proto-Japanese clusters of a nasal with a stop (Martin 1997: 20-26 ).
Sino-Tibetan correspondences and 'the solution'
Building on the mistaken conclusion that Tibetan stop fnals are Chinese because *-p (equivalent to Li's *-b and Baxter's *-ps) has rhyme contact with *-b (equivalent to Li's *-p and Baxter's *-p) and *-b and *-p at times occur in the same phonetic series. We have come a long way to return to Li Fang-Keui's system in mirror image. 9 In the fve Sino-Tibetan comparisons that Song gives (2014: 117) she uses the Roman letter 'j' for both ཇ་ /dʒ/ and ཡ་ /j/, cites the non-existent Tibetan verb form <chi> 'die' (intending either the present འཆ་ ḫčhi or the past ཤ་ śi), and includes the word ཇག་ ǰag /dʒak/ 'robbery', although this word, as an exception to Schiefner's law (*ǰ->ź-, cf. Hill 2014a), is unlikely to be inherited. Three mistakes in fve words does not inspire confdence.
Lexical difusion
Song begins the presentation of her own theory with the pronouncement that rhyme contact among words with Middle Chinese open and closed syllable readings "is not explicable under either of the two predominant opposing hypotheses" and "cannot be explained … while frmly obeying the Neogrammarian law of sound change" (Song 2014: 106-107 ). Thus, she adds her name to the list of scholars who toll the knell of exceptionless sound change without frst attempting to follow its principles (cf. Hill 2014b). In fact, as discussed above, both the 'voiced stop coda hypothesis' and the 'open syllable hypothesis' solve the 'stop coda problem' and do so without challenging Neogrammarian principles.
In place of regular sound change, Song puts her faith in 'lexical difusion'. Without defending lexical difusion, she writes "one fact is undeniable: lexical difusion exists in Chinese, and its occurrence is far from rare" (p. 108). But this is precisely the logic followed in the Cháozhōu case. (Egerod 1981: 169-170) Egerod's conclusion is that lexical difusion is a methodological slight of hand, the dressing up of an aversion for toil as a theoretical insight.
there is no "massive split" involved, but an error of methodology in accounting for tones. Cháozhōu like other languages in China or outside of China has a complicated history with migration waves, loans and analogical formation.
The conscientious historical linguist has to account for these before he resorts to a deus ex machina" (1981: 173). Most textbooks of historical linguistics also reject difusion as a mechanism of sound change distinct from regular phonetic change, borrowing, and analogy (Hock 1991 : 649-652, Campbell 2004 : 222-224, Ringe & Eska 2012 . Even sympathetic authors such as Crowley & Bowern, who write of "lexical difusion as being a major mechanism in language change " (2010: 216) , mollify this commitment with the comment that "there is considerable debate on the extent to which difusion is a mechanism of language change" (2010: 216 note 4 on p. 351). Bybee (2012) , a theorist of parole's afect on langue, makes frequent mention of lexical difusion as a factor in language change, but puts no stress on its distinctiveness from borrowing. If one mechanically substitutes Bybee's 'lexical difusion' and 'change in progress' respectively with 'inter-dialectal borrowing' and 'synchronic variation' her presentation and her fndings would accord with Neogrammarian doctrines.
Song touches on the famous example of Philadelphia accented /ae/ tensing as an example of lexical difusion par excellence (2014: 108-109 ), yet even this case is consistent with Neo-grammarian principles (Blevins 2004 : 270, Hill 2014b . Lexical difusion "is never an instance of sound change conditioned by phonetic factors alone" (Blevins 2004: 278);  it is borrowing by another name. If Song believes that lexical difusion is a type of sound change contravening Neo-grammarian principles which is distinctively essential to the theoretic arsenal of historical linguistics, she must answer in detail the many authors who disagree. To simply assert that that rhyme contact among words with Middle Chinese open and closed syllable readings cannot be explained except by lexical difusion, is to abandon Ausnahmlosigkeit without giving it a try. Her claim that lexical difusion in Chinese is 'undeniable' is simply false. Like so many others who would jettison exceptionless sound change in favor of exceptionful sound change, Song will have her cake and eat it too. Lexical difusion gives her a sound change (-p > Ø), but also let her whisk it away when it proves inconvenient. A magic wand to waive away exceptions, giving us a sound change in this word but not in that one, is not an explanation; it is an admission of failure.
